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BEFORE THE BOARD OF PSYCHOLOGIST EXAMINERS
FOR THE STATE OF ARIZONA

In the Matter of -
John C. Stapert, Ph.D. No. 02-38
FINDINGS OF FACT,

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW,
AND ORDER OF PROBATION

Holder of License No. 1784
for the practice of Psychology
in the State of Arizona

On February 7, 2003, John C. Stapert, Ph.D. ("Licensee") appeared for an Informal Interview
before the Board of Psychologist Examiners ("Board") with his attorney, Duane A. Olson. After
interviewing the Licensee, based on the information presented, the Board adopted the following Findings of
Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order.

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Licensee is the holder of license number 1784 for the practice of psyéhology in the State
of Arizona.

2. The Board has the authority to hold an informal interview pursuant to A.R.S. § 32-2081(F).
After an informal interview, the Board may take action pursuant to A.R.S. § 32-2081(F), (G) and (H).

3. Applicants for a license to practice psychology in Arizona must demonstrate that they
have completed 3000 hours of supervised professional experience, the first 1500 hours in a predoctoral
internship-training program, and the second 1500 hours in a postdoc:tokal residency-training program.
A.R.S. § 32-2071(C), (D), (E). (

4, The Board's rule, A.A.C. R4-26-209, prohibits a supervising psychologist from supervising
a person with whom thé supervisor has any "substantial financial interest," as that term is defined in the
Arizona conflict of intereét statutes, A.R.S. § 38-502(11). The rule states as follows:

In the context of supervised activity referred to in A.R.S. § 32-2071, supervising psychologists shall not
supervise a member of their immediate family, an individual with whom they have any substantial

financial interest as defined by A.R.S. § 38-502(11), or their employer. A.A.C. R4-26-209. (Emphasis
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added.) Beginning in March 1999, the Board’s printed copy of the rule contained a typographical error in
the citation of the conﬁict of interest statute, which.was mistakenly written as "A.R.S. § 32-502(11)." In
August 2000, the typographical error was corrected to read "A.R.S. § 38-502(11)."

5. In the conflict of interest statutes, " ‘[s]ubstantial interest' means any pecuniary or
proprietary interest, either direct or indirect, other than a remote interest" AR.S. § 38-502(11).
"Pecuniary" means financial, and "proprietary" means ownership. A "remote interest" is any of the ten
interests listed in A.R.S. § 38-502(10). Licensee's receipt of money from supervisees for his supervision
services is not a remote interest as defined in A.R.S. § 38-502(10). ‘

6. Between December 1999 and August 2002, Licensee supervised the professional training
experiences of Dr. “A,” Dr. “S,” and Dr. “F,” who paid him money for his supervision services. Licensee
had a non-remote substantial interest, that is, a financial interest, with the three supervisees.

i On August 2, 2002, the Board received a complaint alleging that Licensee had supervised
one or more persons for compensation.

Licensee's Supervision of Dr. "A."

8. Licensee supervised the postdoctoral residency of Dr."A" from December 1899 to May
2001, when Dr. "A" received a license to practice psychology in Arizona.

9. Dr. "A" applied for a license to practice psychology on January 4, 2001. In connection with
the application, on September 6, 2000, Licensee completed a Postdoctoral Professional Psychology

Experience Verification Form regarding his supervision of Dr. "A." He answered "no" to the following

question: “7. Prior to or during your supervision, were you and the supervisee involved in a familial or-

financial relationship or was the supervisee your employer?” Licensee’s answer to question number 7 was
untrue because he had a financial relationship with Dr. “A.”

10. According to Licensee’s letter to the Board dated August 28, 2002, “[s]eeking to provide
the public appearance of financial connections between himself and Dr. “A " the two of them enlisted a third
party corporation to “receive payments from [Dr. “A"] for residency supervision services, and in turn, to pay

[Licenseeg] for providing supervision, at the rate of $50 per face-to-face hour.” The principal of the third







